The purpose of this paper is to explore more effective ways of conducting and assessing presentations in English-as-a-foreign-language (EFL) classes. To this aim, the author discusses student reactions to presentation assignments as well as the results of comparisons between the teacher and student evaluations of the presentations in English classes at a Japanese university. The students practiced presentations repeatedly with different partners (i.e., simultaneous presentations) before making presentations in front of the whole class at the final stage. This paper suggests that providing step-by-step procedures in presentation assignments is as important as having students experience various presentation styles. Additionally, allowing students ample reflection time and dialogues with the teacher and among themselves may help students understand the objectives of the small steps in the assignments and the intended purpose of the assessment criteria.
Many current university students in Japan have had very few opportunities to make presentations in English prior to entering university. Many of them may have not even had very many chances to speak English in class at all (Apple, 2011) . Since the so-called "period for integrated studies" started to be implemented in the school curriculum in 2000 (Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology [MEXT], 1999) , students have been encouraged to do problem-solving activities, including research and presentation tasks, in Japanese. Information technology education is now part of the school curriculum (MEXT, 1999) , and more and more students have had experience in creating PowerPoint slideshows before they enter university. However, it still seems to be the case in many secondary school English classes that students remain passive and listen to the teacher's explanation with few opportunities to speak in English with others (Nishino, 2009 ).
For these Japanese university students who have a limited experience of using English in meaningful and authentic situations such as presentations, it is important to have a step-by-step method of teaching presentations in English classes. Thus, in the author's classes, students made presentations repeatedly in different small groups (i.e., simultaneous presentations) before they presented in front of the whole class.
This paper investigates students' perceptions of the presentation assignment, as well as the teacher and student evaluations of the presentations. This discussion is expected to lead to suggestions for more effective ways of conducting and assessing presentations.
Literature Review

Simultaneous Presentations
The "simultaneous presentation" technique is similar to "speed dating" (Brown & Diem, 2009; Martinez, 2008) . Martinez (2008) explained that in speed dating, ten or more men and women participate and have a chance to talk to each other one-on-one for five minutes each. Likewise, in simultaneous presentations, students make presentations repeatedly with different partners.
The simultaneous presentation is actually a frequently-used technique in Cooperative Learning (CL) classrooms (Jacobs, Power, & Loh, 2002) . Two of the CL principles are "simultaneous interaction" and "equal participation," which means that all students ideally participate in the task at the same time and to the same degree of engagement (Jacobs et al., 2002) . When students make presentations simultaneously in pairs, one makes a presentation, one listens to the presentation, and then they switch roles; this technique can create an optimum situation for simultaneous interaction and equal participation. The listening student is the only person in the audience and is inclined to listen attentively in order to give feedback to the presenter at the end. The presenter is likely to be more serious in front of an attentive audience. In short, the simultaneous presentation can work as an effective CL technique. Furthermore, the simultaneous presentation is useful in increasing speaking practices and reducing performance anxiety (Brown & Diem, 2009; Martinez, 2008) . In the author's classes, students' limited experience of speaking practice and performance anxiety were the teacher's major concerns. Limited experience was suspected to be part of the cause of second language (L2) anxiety for the students, and it was theorized that repeated practice could help build confidence. When learners repeatedly experience situations that make them anxious speaking in the L2, they are conditioned to feel anxious whenever they speak in the L2 (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989) . In order to avoid such conditioning, it is helpful to provide a less threatening learning environment (Brown & Diem, 2009; Horwitz & Young, 1991; Martinez, 2008; Young, 1999) .
Assessment Method
A major concern for assessment of simultaneous presentations is that the teacher often cannot watch presentations in person. For example, in the author's classes, there were 15 pairs in one class making presentations simultaneously. If the teacher had wanted to observe every student's presentation, students would have had to repeat their presentations 15 times. Such repetition may not be impossible, but does not seem to be realistic, effective, or motivational. If students made improvements over the 15 performances, then they could benefit from this repetitive experience. However, in this case, students whose presentations were evaluated later would have an advantage, which would not be fair to the other students.
To solve this problem, peer assessment was used by Brown and Diem (2009) . Peer assessment is often said to have a problem in its reliability. For example, Cheng and Warren (2005) found that students' peer assessments did not always coincide with the teacher assessment and suggested that practice might have helped students to improve their peer assessment techniques.
Regardless of assessment methods, it is important to inform students of what elements constitute a satisfactory achievement of the assignment in order for them to achieve a successful result in the assignment and gain the most knowledge and skills from the learning experience. In a study with business undergraduate students, Rust, Price, and O'Donovan (2003) reported that when students attended an assessment workshop in which they marked sample assignments, discussed the sample assignments in groups, and listened to a tutor's explanation about assessment criteria, they achieved significantly better results in their course.
Moreover, research has been conducted on student viewpoints about assessment criteria (e.g., Orsmond, Merry, & Reiling, 2000; Otoshi & Heffernen, 2008) . Otoshi and Heffernen (2008) concurred with Orsmond et al. (2000) on the importance of involving students in creating assessment criteria for more effective learning, but at the same time, cautioned that teachers have to be careful about adopting student-derived assessment criteria.
In a study with university biology majors, Orsmond et al. (2000) claimed that learning outcomes may differ when assessment criteria are prepared by a teacher and when created by students; the purposes of the activity might be different in the two situations. The researchers also reported that students tried harder to understand what each of the teacher-prepared criterion meant compared to the student-derived ones. In addition, discussion between the course assessor and students, as well as among students, is important (see also Rust et al., 2003) . It is important for teachers to provide criteria that help students develop the skills that they should be developing, and to discuss the criteria with the students or let the students discuss the criteria among themselves to help them understand what each criterion means.
In the author's classes, teacher evaluation was mainly used for course grades, while students' self-and peer assessment was mainly for the purpose of raising their awareness about the assessment criteria, i.e., the important elements for successful presentations. Peer assessment activities were also expected to help students in the audience pay close attention to the presentations. The teacher was concerned that students had not had enough training in assessment; therefore, since students' self-and peer assessment might lack in reliability, the portion of self-assessments was minimized and peer assessments were not used for course grading. The assessment criteria were prepared by the teacher and presented to the students with written and oral explanations. (See the Presentation Assessment Method section for more details of how presentation assessment was implemented in the author's classes.)
The Study
Data Collection
The research data was collected from two groups: Class A and Class B taking a course titled "English Seminar." Students took English Seminar 1 in the first semester (spring) and English Seminar 2 in the second semester (fall) with the same teacher and were given similar presentation assignments in both semesters. A questionnaire in the students' mother language, Japanese, was administered at the end of each semester to collect their reactions to the presentation assignments. Responses were collected from 49 students in the spring semester and 47 students in the fall. The data from the spring semester was discussed in Shimo (2010) ; this paper will focus on the data from the fall semester survey (see appendix). In addition, the students' self-evaluations and the teacher's evaluations in the fall semester will be compared.
Students and Their Learning Context
The English proficiency levels of students in English Seminar Classes A and B ranged from higher intermediate to advanced (Figure 1 ). There were 15 psychology and 14 environmental studies majors, for a total of 29 students in Class A, and 30 socio-mass media majors in Class B. All students in both classes were native speakers of Japanese.
The goal of the English Seminar course was to promote basic comprehensive English abilities. The class met twice a week for ninety minutes each session, once in a traditional classroom with audio equipment at the teacher's desk, and once in a computer room. Students did various activities, including writing essays and reading passages using a textbook that had 20 chapters about social issues. Presentation assignments accounted for 15% of the course grade in both semesters, with the remaining 85% comprising quizzes, exams, essays, and many other in-class and out-of-class assignments.
Presentation Requirements and Performance
For the presentation assignments, students were required to: (a) make either a newsletter (one B4 size page or more) or a PowerPoint presentation (five slides or more), (b) choose a chapter from the textbook for their presentation, (c) include a summary of the chapter and additional information that they searched for and collected, and (d) make a three-to five-minute presentation. Students made their presentations in a computer classroom.
Students simultaneously performed presentations in pairs several times in the same class meeting. First, one student in a pair became a presenter (Student A) and the other a listener in the audience (Student B), and then they exchanged roles. Student A then moved to a different seat and repeated this process with a new partner ( Figure  2 ). In these pair presentations, students recorded their presentations using recording software. At the end of their final presentation day, they chose their best performance and turned in the electronic file to the teacher along with a hard copy of their presentation materials.
In the spring semester, students had seven pair presentations, including three in rehearsal and four in the final stage; they presented to seven partners. In the fall semester, all students were required to present in front of the whole class after four pair presentations, two in rehearsal and two "final." The teacher used the term final for the last two pair presentations before the whole-class presentations to encourage the students to make improvements from rehearsal to the final stage (Table 1) . 
Presentation Steps Taken in the Spring and Fall Semesters
Step Activity Spring Semester Fall Semester 1 Presentation guidelines provided for students 
Presentation Assessment Method
In the fall semester, four criteria were set and announced to the students along with the presentation guidelines: content (5 points), comprehensibility (5 points), time length (5 points), and improvement (5 points). The first three were adopted from the spring-semester presentation assignments. For each criterion, a brief explanation was given to students:
• Content: Is the presentation interesting and informative?
• Comprehensibility: Is the presentation easy to follow and understand?
• Time length: Is the presentation time sufficient? (Less than two minutes = 1 point, two minutes = 3 points, three to five minutes = 5 points) • Improvement: How did you improve your presentation after rehearsal?
Students were asked to evaluate their own and their classmates' presentations each time so that both presenters and audience would focus more on these assessment criteria.
In the fall semester, the teacher evaluated the students' performance in the final pair presentations using the first three criteria in the same way as in the spring: by listening to the students' recorded presentations, which were submitted as an electronic audio file, while referring to their hard copies of presentation materials (15 points in total). The students' selfevaluations about improvement from rehearsal to final pair presentations (5 points) were also added when calculating course grades. The total of 20 points in the steps of pair presentations accounted for 5% of the course grade, and so students' self-evaluation points were eventually reduced to 1.25% of the entire course grade. The teacher also directly evaluated students' very final presentations in front of the whole class, using the first three criteria (15 points), and this evaluation accounted for 10% of the course grade. Thus, the presentation assignments as a whole accounted for 15% of the entire course grade.
Data and Discussion
Student Reactions to Presentation Methods
Students generally agreed that rehearsing pair presentations twice was useful for their learning, but fewer students agreed about the two final pair presentations (Figures 3 and 4) . Many of the student comments revealed that they appreciated these steps, similar to Shimo (2010) , because they were able to practice more, receive feedback, and check where to improve in a relaxed atmosphere in a small group. On the other hand, a few students stated that presenting to one person is so different from presenting to the whole class that it did not help them get ready for the final stage.
Next, more students -14 students compared to nine and six in the previous stages respectively -agreed or strongly agreed that the whole-class presentation was useful (Figures 3, 4, and 5 ). There was also slightly more variety in responses ( Figure 5 ). Students who responded positively often commented that it was a good learning experience, or that they were able to learn from other classmates' presentations. For negative responses, two said that they ended up simply repeating what they did previously, and two pointed out that there was overlapping in the choice of topics and therefore there were repeat performances of similar presentations.
Finally, ten students wrote suggestions about how presentation assignments can be designed. Three students commented that part of the pair presentations were not necessary. Perhaps some students needed more guided reflection time so they could make improvements between the repeat performances in order to better comprehend how they could benefit from this experience. Four commented on the whole-class presentation: one said it was very good, two said it was not necessary for everyone to do it, and one said it would have been better to do it in a traditional classroom. Various student preferences and motivation levels for learning seem to have been reflected in these different responses. The other three comments were: "[It is good to] have presenters answer a certain number of questions in English," "I wanted to do a group presentation," and "If we do it, we should assign chapters to individual students [rather than having students choose a chapter from the textbook]. Otherwise we end up collecting similar information about the same chapters and [the presentations] become boring." The last comment coincides with the above comments about similar presentations; these comments imply that presentation topic options have to be carefully prepared.
Student and Teacher Assessment
Comparisons between students' self-evaluations and the teacher's evaluations in the final pair presentations revealed interesting findings (Table 2) . First, the students' self-evaluations were severer than the teacher's. This tendency was observed in the spring semester, as well (Shimo, 2010) . Second, correlation of the teacher's and students' self-evaluation in comprehensibility was very weak (r = .16), while that of content was relatively strong (r = .56). This implies that the students' and teacher's interpretations or understanding of comprehensibility may have been very different. It is possible that students' different confidence levels had a stronger effect on their self-evaluations of comprehensibility compared to those of content. Less confident students may have evaluated their performances more severely even though the performances were more comprehensible than they thought they were. Likewise, Cheng and Warren (2005) reported that students felt less comfortable in their peer assessment activities assessing their peers' language proficiency levels, compared to other non-language related criteria. The researchers attributed this to the students' lack of knowledge about what constituted high and low language proficiency and to their lack of confidence in their own language proficiency. In the current study, the teacher did not evaluate each student's presentation during the actual performance, but by listening to the recorded presentations while referring to a hard copy of the presentation materials; this may also have contributed to the gap. 
Conclusion
Findings in this study have useful implications. First, most students in the study favored simultaneous pair presentations, finding this method helpful for their learning. Students were able to practice more and receive ample feedback in a less threatening atmosphere. However, some students found some repetition boring or unnecessary. To address this, teachers should help students understand the objectives of each step so that students can make the most of the assignment. Teachers should not only explain the purpose, but also offer ample time for reflection (Shimo, 2010) .
The problem of some students finding repeat performances rather useless can be partially ascribed to the restricted choice of presentation topics. The students in this study were told to choose a chapter from their textbook, which meant there were only about ten topics to choose from each semester. Some topics were more popular than others, leading to overlapping information in presentations. The overlapping was even more obvious when all presentations were shared in front of the class.
Next, while step-by-step teaching is necessary, students should eventually be exposed to different presentation styles, through which they can learn different strategies and skills. The various responses to the whole-class presentations implied that more motivated or confident students were willing to try various styles of presentations. When designing classroom assignments, teachers should consider students' different preferences such as group presentations as well as various future needs. Some students may not like speaking in front of a large audience, but may want to practice it, and some may realize its value only after they have the opportunity.
Finally, this study, as well as Shimo (2010) , suggested that there may have been a discrepancy between student and teacher interpretations of assessment criteria. To reduce the impact of potentially low reliability in students' self-and peer assessments in the final course grade of the author's classes, the self-evaluation portion was minimized and peer evaluation was not included. This reliability issue should be investigated further in future studies. A small suggestion for now is that in addition to the teacher simply explaining criteria to the students, dialogues between the teacher and students, and between students, will be helpful (Orsmond et al., 2000; Rust et al., 2003) . When students understand what constitutes a successful result, they can make the most of the learning situation.
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